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Youths can experience bullying victimization through many sources. Technology and 
social networking sites have provided another source in which youths can experience bullying 
victimization, commonly called "cyber-bullying" (Hinduja and Patchin, 2009). The purpose of 
this study is to apply Routine Activities Theory (Cohen and Felson, 1979) as a main theoretical 
framework to examine cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. Nonphysical bullying 
victimization refers to having been made fun of, called names, having had rumors spread, been 
threatened, pushed/shoved/tripped, etc., forced to do unwanted things, excluded, or having had 
property destroyed. Data were derived from the 2013 school crime supplement of NCVS, which 
was distributed among a nationally representative sample of youth ages 12-18 years of age, for 
delineating the pattern of cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. A negative binomial 
regression analysis was conducted in order to examine the relationship between the dependent 
and independent variables. Results from this study indicate that cyber and nonphysical bullying 
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Bullying has been prevalent in society for a long time. Many generations can tell stories 
of how they or someone they knew growing up were bullied to and from school, at school, on the 
playground, or in their neighborhood. However, the method of bullying has changed 
significantly since the turn of the 21st century. Personal devices provide us with greater 
accessibility to each other, but with this accessibility come increased opportunity for personal 
devices to be used for malicious activities, such as cyber-bullying. Persistent bullying, which 
comes from the greater accessibility to each other, can have tragic outcomes and has led a 
number of victims to take their own lives by committing “bullycide” (Marr, 2001). Smith et al. 
(1999) also found evidence that the issue of bullying is an issue shared by the world. 
This study seeks to examine the similarities and differences of cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization in relation to elements of routine activities theory while testing routine 
activities theory’s strength in predicting these two forms of bullying victimization. It is 
hypothesized that measures of proximity to motivated offenders, target suitability and capable 
guardianship consistent with routine activities theory would be predictive of bullying. Proximity 
to offenders is referring to the target’s closeness to a motivated offender or someone that will 
likely commit a criminal act against them if presented the opportunity. Target suitability refers to 
an individual that an offender may approach to commit a crime. Some targets are more suitable 
than others. 
Specifically, it is hypothesized that proximity to motivated offenders will be correlated 
with an increase in cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization and that the presence of 
measures of capable guardianship will reduce bullying victimization. For target attractiveness, it 
is hypothesized that certain extra-curricular activities have the potential to increase bullying 
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victimization while others have the potential to reduce victimization. The extra-curricular 
activities hypothesized to increase victimization are spirit groups (as in cheerleading) and the 
performing arts. The extra-curricular activities hypothesized to reduce victimization are athletics 
and student government. 
Potential situations of cyber-bullying can be hard to define because cyber-bullying has 
many definitions. However, for this study, Hinduja and Patchin’s (2009) definition of cyber-
bullying is used. Cyber-bullying can be defined as intentional and repeated harm via technology 
such as personal devices like computers and phones (Hinduja and Patchin, 2009). Cyber-bullying 
is essentially, nonphysical/traditional bullying carried out through the use of technology. To 
measure cyber-bullying victimization, the current study used the following variables: 1) another 
student posting hurtful information about the participant on the Internet, 2) another student 
purposely sharing the participant’s private information, photos or videos on the Internet or 
mobile phones in a hurtful way, 3) another student threatened or insulted the participant via 
email, 4) another student has threatened or insulted the participant through instant messaging or 
chat, 5) another student has threatened or insulted the participant through text messaging, and 6) 
another student has purposely excluded the participant from online communications. 
Like cyber-bullying, traditional bullying can be difficult to define; the first stages of 
bullying is similar to harassment, in that it is an unprovoked aggression usually toward another 
individual or group repeatedly (Manning, Heron, and Marshal, 1978). Over time, it usually 
becomes more treacherous and can be considered to be violence rather than just harassment 
(Patchin and Hinduja, 2006). Bullying is “longstanding violence, physical or psychological, 
conducted by an individual or a group directed against an individual who is not able to defend 
himself in the actual situation” (Roland, 1989, pp. 21). It is also 
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“a form of social interaction in which a more dominant individual exhibits aggressive 
behavior which is intended to and does, in fact, cause distress to a less dominant 
individual. The aggressive behavior may take the form of a direct physical and/or verbal 
attack or may be indirect as when the bully hides a possession that belongs to the victim 
or spreads false information about the victim” (Stephenson and Smith, 1989, pp. 45). 
Bullying can be seen as aggressive behavior or intentional “harm doing” that is repeated 
over time by one person or a group and involves a difference in power (Nansel, Overpeck, Pillar, 
Roan, Simons-Morton, and Schmidt, 2001). Research has shown that the differences between 
victims and bullies that provide bullies with real or perceived power over victims may not be 
significant predictors. Voss and Mulligan (2000) found the variable of physical shortness to be a 
significant predictor of bullying victimization and Leff (1999) found the variable of weakness to 
be a significant predictor of bullying victimization. However, Olweus (1978) found that the 
variable of physical appearance was nonsignificant in predicting bullying victimization. 
These findings, that certain characteristics of individuals can influence victimization is 
why implementing routine activities theory to this study will be beneficial in adding to the 
literature on bullying victimization. Variables of physical appearance will not be measured in 
this study as predictors of suitable target attractiveness. Instead, suitable target attractiveness will 
be examined through the use of variables of routine activities as measures of suitable target 
attractiveness, such as extra-curricular activities, will be examined. 
 Bullying and cyber-bullying are prevalent among America’s youth. The U.S. Department 
of Education released a report in August of 2013 with bullying and cyber-bullying victimization 
data from the 2011 School Crime Supplement to the National Crime Victimization Survey. The 
survey was administered to a nationally representative group of youths, ages twelve to eighteen. 
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Of the 24,456,000 youth that were surveyed, 6,809,000 or 27.8% reported that they experienced 
bullying victimization at school (Chandler, 2013). Of the 24,411,000 youth that were surveyed, 
2,198,000 or 9% reported that they experienced cyber-bullying victimization occurring anywhere 
(Chandler, 2013). These numbers show that bullying and cyber-bullying is clearly occurring 
among America’s youth and in American schools. 
Cyber-bullying can have more devastating effects on its victims than traditional bullying 
because of its persistence (Hay, Meldrum, and Mann, 2010; Hinduja and Patchin, 2009). Hay et 
al. (2010) analyzed the effects of bullying and found that cyber-bullying has a greater effect on 
delinquency than traditional bullying has on its victims. They argued that the greater effect could 
be blamed on the fact that cyber-bullying is more of a strain because the victim can never escape 
the harassment. In other words, bullying victims can no longer find sanctuary from their bullies 
due to the greater accessibility. 
There were two significant cases of bullycide in Massachusetts that brought the 
seriousness of bullying in the state to the public’s attention. The tragic bullycides of Carl Joseph 
Walker-Hoover in Springfield, Massachusetts and Phoebe Prince in South Hadley, 
Massachusetts showed just how severe the outcomes of bullying could be. Eleven-year-old Carl 
took his life on April 6, 2009 because he was repeatedly being called “gay” (Donaldson James, 
2009). Fifteen-year-old Phoebe took her own life on January 14, 2010 due to persistent 
traditional and cyber-bullying (Huus, 2011). Anti-bullying legislation, MGL chapter 71, section 
370, was passed in Massachusetts in May of 2010 as a result of the tragic bullycides of the young 
bullying victims (General Laws: Part I: Title XII: Chapter 71: Section 370, 2015). The bill makes 
anti-bullying curriculum mandatory for all students, Kindergarten to twelfth grade, in both 
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private and public schools. The bill also requires that all adults in the school be trained on how to 
handle bullying (General Laws: Part I: Title XII: Chapter 71: Section 370, 2015). 
The Carl Joseph Walker-Hoover and Phoebe Prince cases, which were nationally 
followed and significant, hit close to home here in Massachusetts. However, a recent case of 
cyber-bullying that occurred in California has proven to be significant as well. In 2012, Audrie 
Pott, a fifteen-year-old girl went to a party and passed out from drinking Gatorade mixed with 
alcohol (Mendoza, 2014). She was sexually assaulted while passed out. Photos were taken of her 
during the assault and were circulated. Within days after the incident, Audrie committed 
suicide/bullycide (Mendoza, 2014). 
The trial of the perpetrators, that ultimately caused Audrie’s death, sparked an unpleasant 
reaction from Audrie’s parents and supporters. The three perpetrators were tried in private 
juvenile proceedings and were sentenced to thirty to forty five days in juvenile hall (Mendoza, 
2014). Two of the offenders still attend Audrie’s school, Saratoga High, the other individual 
transferred to a school about an hour away in Gilroy, California. 
On March 7th, 2014, Audrie’s Law was proposed (Mendoza, 2014). Within Audrie’s 
Law, there is a cyber-bullying statute that makes it a felony to share obscene or sexual photos of 
young people or their body parts on social media or smartphones to harass or bully them. There 
are some mixed feelings about Audrie’s Law, Attorney Sue Burrell of the San Francisco-based 
Youth Law Center has in issue with giving youth perpetrators harsher sentences because she 
fears that simply locking them up until they are well into adult-hood is not the answer and 
instead argues that officials should look for interventions to set youths on a better path 
(Mendoza, 2014). 
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Effective, proactive means to deter cyber-bullying need to be generated to ensure that 
another young life is not lost due to bullycide in order for another measure to be taken toward the 
reduction and prevention of the heinous offense of cyber-bullying. This study examines cyber-
bullying activities by looking at the capable guardians, from Routine Activities Theory and 
ultimately produce effective preventive measures against cyber-bullying. 
Theoretical Framework 
Routine Activities Theory 
Cohen and Felson’s (1979) routine activities theory is a fitting choice as a theoretical 
perspective for this study because the theory is aimed at understanding how a person’s 
interactions, social structure, and activities create opportunities for offenders to victimize them 
and why some persons are predisposed to crime (Choi, 2008). Routine activities theory emerged 
around the time that criminologists recognized the importance of studying victimization rather 
than solely focusing on the offender. The implementation of the National Crime Victimization 
(NCVS) served as a catalyst for change and the recognition that victimization deserved attention 
from criminological study (Karmen, 2006; Williams and McShane, 1999). 
Routine activities theory recognizes that in order for a crime such as cyber or nonphysical 
bullying to take place, a convergence of a motivated offender (ie. a bully), a suitable target (ie. 
an individual experiencing bullying victimization), or an object of property, and a lack of capable 
guardianship in the same time and place. 
To help understand this better, Clark and Eck (2005) created the dynamic crime triangle, 
or problem analysis triangle. The dynamic crime triangle is an elaboration of John Eck’s basic 
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crime triangle, which shows the types of supervision of the three features of the crime problem: 
the target, the place, and the offender. See diagram 1: 
Diagram 1 
Clarke and Eck’s (2005) Crime Triangle 
 
See Clarke and Eck (2005) and Felson and Boba (2010) 
 
A handler is there to supervise the potential offenders. Examples provided by Felson and 
Boba (2010) of these handlers include parents, teachers, and athletic coaches. These handlers 
could be applied directly to both cyber and nonphysical bullying. The type of guardianship or 
supervision that the place receives is from a manager. Felson and Boba (2010) argue that these 
types of supervisors (managers) control the physical environment, oversee behaviors, set and 
enforce rules, and therefore, influence crime. An example of a school principal that has the 
ability to influence many people and affect crime was provided and this example can, again, be 
utilized in a situation of both cyber and nonphysical bullying. A suitable target would be one 
without capable guardianship. In the case of cyber-bullying, Choi (2008) argues that digital 
capable guardianship such as security functions on social networking sites could provide 
guardianship against cyber-bullying victimization. 
The likely/motivated offender has to evade the handler, find a place in which a crime 
target is located where the place manager, a being that is charged with the responsibility of 
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seeing over a place as a guardian or controller, is not there or unable to fulfill the duty of 
guardianship over the place. The offender has to then locate a target without a guardian. The 
offender must “move away from handlers toward a place without a manager and a target without 
a guardian” (Felson and Boba, 2010, pp. 30). 
That is why within routine activities theory, lies elements of deterrence and rational 
choice. Akers and Sellers (2013) argue that Cohen and Felson’s (1979) concept of guardianship 
utilizes actions by the police that serve to deter crime and implements elements of deterrence. 
Akers and Sellers (2013) also argue that routine activities theory assumes that the potential 
motivated offenders, that Cohen and Felson (1979) discuss, make the choice whether or not to 
commit a crime based on their assessment of the vulnerability of the crime targets and the 
presence of capable guardians. 
Routine activities theory can be useful to this study because routine activities can be 
defined as “recurrent and prevalent activities that provide for basic population and individual 
needs… formalized work, as well as the provision of standard food, shelter, sexual outlet, 
leisure, social interaction, learning, and childbearing” (Cohen and Felson, 1979, p. 593). Routine 
activities of today’s youth, ages 12-18 that increase their chances of experiencing cyber-bullying 
victimization stem from the use of technology, the Internet, and social network sites that have 
become such an important part of youths’ lives and therefore, have become part of their everyday 
functions and activities. Youths, ages 12-18 need technology and the Internet to complete school 
assignments as part of their formalized work/learning experience and the technology they use 
puts them at a greater risk of cyber-bullying victimization. Youths, ages 12-18 rely on the 
Internet for leisure activities as well and therefore, are put at a greater risk of cyber-bullying 
victimization. School-aged children also use technology and the Internet for social interaction; 
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social network sites have become an extension of school-aged individuals’ social lives. It is clear 
that the routine activities of youths ages 12-18, as explained by Cohen and Felson (1979), place 
them in situations of risk of cyber-bullying victimization. 
Cohen and Felson (1979) claimed that technology could be used not only to perpetrate 
crime by offenders, but that technology can also be used by potential targets to guard against 
crime. Examples of technology being used for good in an instance of cyber-bullying are first, 
through security or control functions on social media sites, such as the ability to block certain 
people on Facebook, and second, the opportunity for bystanders witnessing bullying to step in 
and support the victim. 
Felson and Boba (2010) present some concepts that have the potential to be applied to 
both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. They posit that everyday routines, which 
result from everyday technologies, generate everyday crime through creating opportunities. The 
technology changes with small inventions that are implemented in real life. Felson and Boba 
(2010) argue that “not all inventions have an important impact – only those inventions that alter 
the daily routines and affect who does what, when, where, and how, alter crime involvement” 
(pp. 203). For cyber-bullying, it is clear that technological innovations and/or inventions greatly 
impact cyber-bullying victimization due to greater accessibility (Hay, Meldrum and Mann, 
2010). Innovations among the Internet, cell phone, text messaging, and social networking sites, 
are a few examples of how technology has created sources for youth to carry out bullying 
behaviors through the use of technology. This technology could be utilized as tools (Felson, 
2010) to help produce cyber-bullying. 
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 However, these innovations have also created opportunities for guardianship, through the 
implementation of digital capable guardianship (Choi, 2008), such as security functions on social 
networking sites, or bystander influence on cyber-bullying victimization on the Internet 
(Bastiaensens et al., 2013). Technology as guardianship also has the potential to influence 
nonphysical bullying victimization, as in the implementation of security cameras, metal 
detectors, and the availability of anonymous reporting for students to report issues such as 
nonphysical, or even cyber-bullying victimization. This study seeks to analyze the influence of 
these variables against both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. 
The work of Bastiaensens, Vandebosch, Poels, Van Cleemput, Desmet, and De 
Bourdeaudhuij (2013) added to the literature on the concept of technology used in cyber-
bullying. Bastiaensens et al.’s (2013) Flemish study focused on bystander-influence on cyber-
bullying by looking at how individuals who witnessed cyber-bullying would act; whether they 
would join in the bullying or come to the victim’s aid as an informal guardian. The researchers 
found that bystanders were more likely to help the victim in cases in which the bullying they 
witnessed was more severe and that girls were more likely than boys to step in and help the 
victim by giving them advice, reporting the cyber-bullying, and/or comforting the victim. 
Bastiaensens et al. (2013) did not focus on formal guardians as potential bystanders; they only 
focused on peers as bystanders. 
The next tenet of routine activities theory that can be applied to this research is the tenet 
of suitable target attractiveness. Target suitability is likely to show four criteria: the value of the 
target, the inertia of the target, the visibility of the crime target, and the accessibility of the target 
(VIVA) (Felson, 1998). The space and time in which these elements come together to create the 
opportunity of crime can be considered to be hot spots. For cyber-bullying, the hot spot would be 
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cyberspace because that is where the cyber-bully or bullies perpetrate the bullying behavior onto 
the victim or victims and for nonphysical bullying, the hotspot would be at the school. 
In regard to target attractiveness, Navarro and Jasinski (2013) applied routine activities 
theory to cyber-bullying. They examined data from the Second Youth Internet Safety Survey 
which they obtained from the National Data Archive on Child Abuse and Neglect website. The 
sample used was of 1,500 youth ages 10 to 17 years old. Navarro and Jasinski (2013) found that 
girls were at a greater risk of experiencing cyber-bullying victimization than boys based on their 
online behaviors. This means that preventive programs should take this into consideration when 
developing measures to deter cyber-bullying behaviors among youths. 
Cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization may be explained by concepts discussed by 
Felson and Boba (2010) about adolescent convergent settings such as schools. Co-offending, or 
committing crimes together, is common among teenagers and requires them to come together to 
find others to commit crimes with (Warr, 2002). Felson (2003) found co-offending to be 
significant in generating less or more crime. As mentioned earlier, both cyber and nonphysical 
bullying can be defined as a group of individuals coming together to bully others. In the case of 
cyber-bullying, the place in which potential bullies converge could be on social networking sites. 
For nonphysical bullying, the place of convergence could be at the school. 
 Schools bring youth into a single area to converge together in a single area and then push 
them all out together at the same time again, creating much opportunity to come together to 
commit crimes, perhaps, to conduct acts of bullying. For example, Snyder and Sickmund (2000) 
found a spike in aggravated assault victimization reported between 3:00 p.m. and 3:59 p.m. and 
also an increase from 2:00 p.m. to 2:59 p.m. on school days. There is trouble, still from 4:00 p.m. 
to 6:00 p.m., however, it declines as the night carries on and then reaches its lowest rate after 
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12:00 a.m. on school days. These findings show that youth coming together when leaving school 
increases the likelihood of aggravated assault victimization. Perhaps similar findings would be 
found if this type of study were applied to nonphysical bullying victimization. Future research 
should consider this type of study. It would be interesting to see the times at which cyber-
bullying victimization would be at its peak likelihood, considering that convergence for that type 
of activity is located within cyberspace rather than the physical world where a place to converge, 
such as the school, is needed as in the case with nonphysical bullying and aggravated assault. 
Cohen and Felson (1979) also suggest that the lack of any of the mentioned three 
elements would be adequate in deterring a crime from occurring in that space and time. The 
element of capable guardianship is the most important of the three elements for this research. If 
the number of suitable targets and the number of motivated offenders were to stay the same, but 
the presence of capable guardians, only, were to change by decreasing, there would be a much 
greater chance of a crime from occurring. Also, in an area in which the number of likely 
offenders and suitable targets have stayed the same but their routine activities have changed and 
allowed for more instances where the two elements would meet in space and time, the chances of 
a crime taking place would most likely increase (Cohen and Felson, 1979). 
The claim that lack of capable guardianship is the most important of the three elements in 
producing crime suggests that an approach to generating effective preventive measures against 
cyber-bullying should focus on the diagnosis of cyber-bullying activities from capable guardians 
involved; the parents of youth, teachers, and school administrative personnel. Adults in 
children’s lives should impose themselves as capable guardians to prevent them from falling 
victim to or perpetrating criminal activity. Adults have the capability and responsibility to guard 
children against criminal activity (Felson, 1994). 
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Choi’s (2008) integrated theory, which combines Cohen and Felson’s (1979) Routine 
Activities Theory and Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo’s (1978) Life-Exposure Theory, 
pertaining to computer-crime can be applied to cyber-bullying. An argument towards the 
possible application of Choi’s (2008) integrated theory to cyber-bullying is that the leisure 
activities that make an individual susceptible to computer-crime victimization could also be 
applied to the leisure activities of a school-aged individual that make them susceptible to cyber-
bullying. An example of this could be seen in a school-aged individual checking their Facebook 
account, for entertainment, in their spare time; this is when bullies could publically harass and 
cyber-bully them on a forum for many other individuals to be a witness to it. Computer security, 
as a capable guardian, mentioned by Choi (2008) can apply to cyber-bullying because the 
computer security pertaining to cyber-bullying could be the security or control functions that the 
social media sites provide to their users as discussed by Navarro and Jasinski (2013). 
Korchmaros, Mitchell, and Ybarra (2014) examined technology-based interpersonal 
victimization, such as cyber-bullying, in order to determine predictors of patterns of 
victimization over time. Korchmaros et al.’s (2014) findings support the theme of parents or 
teachers as being effective guardians against cyber-bullying. 
Parents have the responsibility of monitoring their children’s Internet and social media 
site use to ensure that their child is not a suitable target of cyber-bullying. Parents have the 
responsibility of being guardians with the personal responsibility to protect their child from 
experiencing cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization or perpetration. Some examples of 
how parents can be involved in deterring their child from experiencing cyber-bullying 
victimization are that they can either force the child not to have a social media account to remove 
the opportunity for cyber-bullying, they can have the child use a fictitious name on the Internet 
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in an attempt to hide their identity from potential bullies, and they can ensure that their child 
implements the social media’s security controls to block access to their profile from potential 
bullies. Navarro and Jasinski (2013) found that guardianship, like filters, reduces the chances of 
experiencing cyberbullying victimization but that filters do not significantly reduce the chances 
for girls. Based on that finding, Navarro and Jasinski (2013) call for integrated approaches that 
use Routine Activities Theory and gendered perspectives, like cyberfeminism, to generate 
effective preventive measures that take gender into consideration. Cyberfeminism does not have 
a clear definition, however it is recognized as having two groups with different views of how the 
Internet affects women. One group, known as cybertopianists, views the Internet as a place with 
potentially liberating qualities for women. The other group is known as cyberdystopianists and 
this group views the Internet as another way that women can be oppressed in society. 
Korchmaros et al. (2014) suggest that individuals who work with youth, such as teachers 
and school administrative personnel, should monitor youths that frequently use the Internet and 
effectively respond to instances of victimization in an attempt to deter future victimization. This 
current study examines the influence that the relationship between students and teachers can 
have on bullying victimization. 
This study applies concepts from routine activities theory to cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization. Effective deterrent methods need to be constructed to combat cyber and 
nonphysical bullying because bullying victimization can affect any child. Society should be 
concerned with preventing bullying because it takes a toll on school systems and negatively 





The quantitative data (N = 5,726) for this study were drawn from the National Crime 
Victim Survey (NCVS) School Crime Supplement (SCS), 2013 questionnaire. Individuals ages 
12-18 from a nationally representative sample that have been enrolled as a student in primary or 
secondary education programs leading to a high school diploma, and who had been enrolled 
within the past six months leading up to the preliminary interview conducted by NCVS, were 
given the 2013 SCS questionnaire. Those that had been expelled or suspended from school, 
dropped out of school, or had been temporarily absent from school for any other reason were 
included as participants to fill out the SCS questionnaire as long as they were attending school 
within the six months leading up to the interview. Youth that were homeschooled were not 
eligible to participate in the SCS questionnaire. Of the 9,552 NCVS respondents that were 
eligible to be included in the SCS questionnaire, 5,726 (59.9%) individuals completed the SCS 
interview. The remaining 40.1% were noninterviews. The researcher controlled for gender. 
Dependent Variables 
 Cyber-bullying victimization. Cyber bullying victimization was measured as count 
variables. Each item for the outcome variable was measured based on the student survey about 
the number of times they experienced at least one of the following results of cyber bullying 
victimization: 1) another student posting hurtful information about the participant on the Internet, 
2) another student purposely sharing the participant’s private information, photos or videos on 
the Internet or mobile phones in a hurtful way, 3) another student threatened or insulted the 
participant via email, 4) another student has threatened or insulted the participant through instant 
messaging or chat, 5) another student has threatened or insulted the participant through text 
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messaging, and 6) another student has purposely excluded the participant from online 
communications. This variable was coded yes if students reported experiencing at least one of 
these victimizations and no if they reported none of these victimization incidents. All other 
variables were coded as “system missing.” The outcome for the analysis consisted of additive 
scales, where each scale represents the sum of items 1 through 6. The mean of cyber bullying 
victimization for this sample was (.11) with a standard deviation of (.50). 
 Initially, the variable of threat or insult through online gaming was included in the cyber 
bullying victimization dependent variable. However, after running a reliability analysis, the 
online gaming variable was removed because when included, it generated a Cronbach’s Alpha 
score of (.68). By removing the online gaming variable, a Cronbach’s Alpha score of (.704) was 
generated. Cronbach’s Alpha is used to determine the reliability or consistency among variables 
to determine if they can be grouped together. DeVillis (2003) found the reliability standards for 
research to be as follows: “below an alpha coefficient of .60, unacceptable; an alpha coefficient 
between .60 and .65, undesirable; an alpha coefficient between .65 and .70 minimally acceptable; 
between .70 and .80, respectable; between .80 and .90, very good; much above, one should 
consider shortening the scale” (pp. 95-96). 
Physical and Nonphysical-Bullying Victimization. Physical and nonphysical bullying 
victimization were measured as count variables. Each item for both outcome variables was 
measured based on the student survey about the number of times they experienced at least one of 
the following results of physical bullying victimization: 1) bruises/swelling, 2) cuts/scratches, 3) 
black eye/bloody nose, 4) teeth chipped, 5) broken bones/internal injuries, and 6) knocked 
unconscious. This variable was coded yes if students reported experiencing at least one of these 
victimizations and no if they reported none of these victimization incidents. The outcome for the 
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analysis was composed of summing items 1 through 6. For nonphysical bullying victimization, 
there were items of the following forms: 1) made fun of, called names, 2) spread rumors, 3) 
threatened you, 4) pushed/shoved/tripped, etc., 5) forced to do unwanted things, 6) excluded, 7) 
had property destroyed, and 8) happened this school year. These items were also coded yes and 
no. The outcome for the analysis consisted of additive scales, where each scale represents the 
sum of items 1 through 8. The mean of physical bullying victimization for this sample was (.22), 
with a standard deviation of (.45), while the mean of nonphysical bullying victimization was 
(.40), with a standard deviation of (.91). 
Physical bullying was excluded from the negative binomial regression analysis because 
only 312 of 9,240 (3.38%) reported physical bullying victimization. This caused issues with 
significance for the initial negative binomial regression analyses generated for physical bullying 
victimization. This finding, that physical bullying has decreased dramatically, suggests that 
further research is needed in order to understand why this decrease has occurred since early 
research on the topic, such as Olweus (1978) that proved a trend of larger and stronger youth 
picking on weaker and smaller youth. One can speculate that perhaps technological advances 
have influenced bullying trends among youths so that they have greater power at their fingertips 






Descriptive Statistics for Study Measures  
VARIABLES Mean SD Minimum Maximum 
Response Variable     
Cyber bullying .11 .50 .00 6.00 
Nonphysical bullying 
 
.40 .91 .00 6.00 
Exposure to Motivated Offenders 
School Environment -  
    
Illicit access of alcohol and 9 drugs .69 1.72 .00 10.00 
Students being on drugs or alcohol  .30 .46 .00 1.00 
Seen a student with a gun at school 















Target attractiveness     










Performing Arts .28 .45 .00 1.00 
















Capable Guardianship     
Total School Rules 16.00 2.27 7.00 20.00 
Total Teacher relationship 6.62 1.04 2.00 8.00 
School security 
Security/Police officer 
Adult supervising hallway 
Metal detector (including wand) 
Visitor sign-in 
Student picture ID 
Security camera 
Code of student conduct 









































1. Proximity to Motivated Offenders 
School Environment. Four variables were employed to assess the effects of school 
environment on the risk of cyber bullying and nonphysical bullying victimization to determine 
the presence of motivated offenders to potential bully victims. The four variables used were the 
availability of illegal substances in the school environment, students being on drugs or alcohol 
while at school, guns in the school environment, and gang involvement in fights or violence at 
school. Illegal substances in the school environment were created by the following forms: 
possible to get 1) alcoholic beverages, 2) marijuana, 3) crack, 4) other forms of cocaine, 5) 
uppers such as ecstasy, crystal meth, or other illegal stimulants, 6) downers such as GHB or 
sleeping pills, 7) LSD or acid, 8) PCP or angel dust, 9) heroin or smack at school, and 10) 
prescription drugs illegally obtained without a prescription. Each form for this variable was 
coded yes or no. The variable of students being on drugs or alcohol while at school was coded 
yes or no. The variable of respondents seeing a student with a gun at the school was also coded 
yes or no. The variable of gang involvement in fights or violence at school was also coded yes or 
no. The mean for the availability of illicit substances in the school environment for this sample 
was (.69), with a standard deviation of (1.72). The mean for students being on drugs or alcohol 
while at school was (.30), with a standard deviation of (.46). The mean for respondents seeing a 
gun at school was (.24), with a standard deviation of (.43). The mean for gang involvement in 
fights or violence at the school was (.47), with a standard deviation of (.50). 
2. Target Attractiveness Variables 
Extra-curricular Activity. The participant’s lifestyle and routine activities outside the 
home were examined to assess the effects of target attractiveness on the risk of cyber bullying 
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and nonphysical bullying victimization. Participation in extracurricular activities was measured 
as the following activities: 1) athletic team, 2) spirit group, 3) performing art, 4) academic club, 
5) student government, 6) community service club, and 6) other clubs. The forms of each activity 
were coded yes or no. 
3. Capable Guardianship Variables 
Formal Guardianship, Informal Guardianship, and School Security. Three factors 
were used to assess the effects of capable guardianship on the risk of cyber bullying and 
nonphysical bullying victimization while at school: formal guardianship, informal guardianship, 
and school security. The formal guardianship measure indicates the presence of established and 
enforced school rules.  A Likert Scale was used as the level of measurement. Each item for the 
measure was recoded for the same direction: 1 as “strongly agree” was recoded as 4 as “strongly 
agree,” 2 as “agree” was recoded as 3 “agree,” 3 as “disagree” was recoded as 2 as “disagree,” 
and 4 as “strongly disagree” was recoded as 1 as “strongly disagree.” Then, the “values” were 
changed: 1 as strongly disagree, 2 as disagree, 3 as agree, and 4 as strongly agree. The variables 
used to indicate the presence of established and enforced school rules were the following: 
“everyone knows the school rules,” “the school rules are fair,” “the punishment for breaking 
school rules is the same no matter who you are, (rule indiscrimination)” “the school rules are 
strictly enforced,” and “if a school rule is broken, students know what type of punishment will 
follow” (certainty of punishment/know punishment). 
The variables in which the participants were asked whether teachers treat students with 
respect and whether teachers care about students were used to assess informal guardianship. 
Each indicator for the measure was recoded for the same direction: 1 as “strongly agree” was 
recoded as 4 as “strongly agree,” 2 as “agree” was recoded as 3 “agree,” 3 as “disagree” was 
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recoded as 2 as “disagree,” and 4 as “strongly disagree” was recoded as 1 as “strongly 
disagree.” 
School security is a continuous variable measuring the number of features regarding 
school security that were carried out in the school, counting 1) school security guards or assigned 
police officers, 2) other school staff or adults supervising the hallway, 3) metal detectors, 
including wands, 4) requirement that visitors sign-in, 5) a requirement that students wear 
identification badges, 6) one or more security cameras to monitor the school, 7) a code of student 
conduct, and 8) “if you hear about a threat to school or student safety, do you have a way to 
report it to someone in authority without giving your name?” as ways that the participants’ 
schools take any measures to make sure students are safe. School security was coded yes or no. 
Statistical Analysis: Negative Binomial Regression 
The negative binomial regression analysis was chosen as the statistical analysis for the 
current study because the researcher is examining the relationship between dependent and 
independent variables that were coded as interval-ratio variables. The negative binomial 
regression was chosen, specifically, rather than other regression analyses due to the presence of 
negative skewness. 
Through the use of SPSS, a negative binomial regression analysis was deployed to assess 
the relationship between the independent variables relevant to routine activities theory with cyber 
and nonphysical bullying victimization. This was done to determine if concepts from routine 
activities theory have the ability to be predictive of both forms of bullying victimization. It was 
hypothesized that measures of exposure to motivated offenders, target attractiveness, and capable 
guardianship from routine activities theory would be predictive of bullying. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that exposure to motivated offenders would be correlated with an increase in cyber 
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and nonphysical bullying victimization and that the presence of measures of capable 
guardianship would reduce bullying victimization. For target attractiveness, it was hypothesized 
that certain extra-curricular activities had the potential to increase bullying victimization while 
others had the potential to reduce victimization. The extra-curricular activities hypothesized to 
increase victimization were spirit groups (as in cheerleading) and the performing arts. The extra-
curricular activities hypothesized to reduce victimization were athletics and student government. 
In the present study, gender was controlled in order to examine gender differences among 
influences on the examined relationships of dependent and independent variables. All 
relationship analyses were conducted in an ascending format (0 to 1) because females were 
coded as 0 and males were coded as 1 for all relationship analyses to assess the effect on females 
because the findings and existing literature showed females to be at a greater vulnerability for 
cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. 
The independent variables included in the following model reflect only the significant 
predictors from the negative binomial regression analysis. All other indicators of guardianship, 
exposure, and target suitability from Table 1 that are not displayed in Table 2 were 





Inferential Statistics: Negative Binomial Regression 
 
 




















(Exp(B))        
Exposure to 
Motivated Offenders 
      
Illicit access of 
alcohol and drugs .29 .04 1.34*** .18 .03 1.20*** 
Students on drugs or 
alcohol at school 1.66 .19 5.27*** .92 .08 2.52*** 
Gang involved in 
fight/violence .71 .30 2.04* .60 .17 1.82***        
Target Attractiveness       
Spirit Group  .68 .36 1.97 .36 .19 1.43 
Performing Arts  .55 .18 1.74** .67 .08 1.94*** 
 
Capable 
Guardianship       
Total School Rules 
 
-.17 .04 .84*** -.17 .02 .85*** 
Total Teacher  
 
-.54 .09 .58*** -.28 .04 .75*** 
Relationship        
Adult in Hallway 
 
   -.35 .13 .71** 
Security Camera 
 
   .34 .13 1.41* 
Way to Report 
 
-.82 .39 .44*    
 





Proximity to Motivated Offenders Variables 
 School environment. I wanted to examine the influence that the school environment had 
on both cyber and nonphysical bullying. In order to effectively measure the school environment, 
certain variables were compiled together to create a variable for nine major drugs and alcohol 
(illicit substances) availability, a variable for students being on drugs or alcohol while at school 
was used here, a variable for participants seeing students with guns at school, as well as a 
variable for gangs being involved in fights/violence at school were used. As table 2 shows, the 
variables of exposure to motivated offenders are reliable indicators of cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization. 
 Illicit access to alcohol and nine major drugs. This variable consisted of the availability 
of alcohol and nine major drugs. The nine major drugs were 1) marijuana, 2) crack, 3) other 
forms of cocaine, 4) uppers such as ecstasy, crystal meth, or other illegal stimulants, 5) downers 
such as GHB or sleeping pills, 6) LSD or acid, 7) PCP or angel dust, 8) heroin or smack, and 9) 
prescription drugs illegally obtained without a prescription. The availability of the listed drugs 
and alcohol increases cyber-bullying victimization by about 34% (b = .29 and Odds Ratio = 1.34 
with p < .001) and gender was not significant in this relationship. Drug availability was found to 
increase nonphysical bullying victimization by about 20% (b = .18 and Odds Ratio = 1.20 with p 
< .001) and again, gender was not significant. 
 Students on drugs or alcohol while at school. I wanted to examine the relationship 
between students being on drugs or alcohol at school, as an element of the school environment, 
and both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. The variable, students being on drugs or 
alcohol while at school was correlated with an increase in both cyber and nonphysical bullying. 
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Cyber bullying increased by more than 5 times (b = 1.66 and Odds Ratio = 5.27 with p < .001) 
and increased nonphysical bullying by about 2.5 times (b = .923 and Odds Ratio = 2.5 with p < 
.001). Gender was not significant in the relationships between students being on drugs or alcohol 
while at school and cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. 
 Gang involvement in fights/violence at school. Gang involvement in fights/violence at 
school increases cyber bullying victimization by about 2 times (b = .71 and Odds Ratio = 2.04 
with p < .05) and increases nonphysical bullying victimization by more than 1.8 times (b = .60 
and Odds Ratio = 1.82 with p < .001). Gender was nonsignificant in the relationships between 
gang involvement in fights/violence at school and cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. 
Target Attractiveness Variables 
 Extra-curricular activities. I wanted to see the correlation between extra-curricular 
activities and both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. The extra-curricular activities 
that were assessed against cyber and nonphysical bullying were spirit groups, performing arts, 
athletic clubs, and student government. The other extra-curricular activities were not used due to 
the low number of participants involved in them and issues of significance. Involvement in 
performing arts is correlated with a significant increase in cyber bullying victimization for males 
by about 69% (b = .52 and Odds Ratio = 1.69 with p < .05). However, it reduces cyber-bullying 
victimization for females by about 41% (b = -.52 and Odds Ratio = .59 with p < .05). 
Involvement in the performing arts has a similar relationship with nonphysical bullying 
victimization. Involvement in the performing arts is correlated with about a 23% decrease in 
nonphysical victimization for females (b = -.26 and Odds Ratio = .77 with p < .05) but about a 
94% increase in nonphysical bullying victimization for males (b = .67 and Odds Ratio = 1.94 
with p < .001). Involvement in spirit groups was correlated with a borderline significance with 
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cyber-bullying victimization as a factor that increases victimization by 97% (b = .68 and Odds 
Ratio = 1.97 with p = .06). Spirit group involvement has a similar relationship with nonphysical 
bullying victimization, in that it has a borderline significant positive correlation that increases 
victimization by 43% (b = .36 and Odds Ratio = 1.43 with p = .066). Involvement in athletics 
and student government had nonsignificant relationships with both cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization. 
Capable Guardianship Variables 
 The relationship between capable guardianship and cyber and nonphysical bullying 
victimization was measured by examining the correlation between formal and informal 
guardianship, various security measures, and the implementation of means for students to act as 
guardians themselves. 
 Formal guardianship. The presence of security guards or assigned police officers in the 
school was utilized to measure formal guardianship. The presence of security guards or assigned 
police officers in the school had a nonsignificant correlation with both cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization, which means that security guards and/or assigned police officers in the 
school do not influence either cyber or nonphysical bullying victimization. 
 Security measures. The security measures examined were the implementation of metal 
detectors, including wands, the requirement of visitors to sign-in, the requirement of students to 
wear badges or picture identification, and the implementation of one or more security cameras to 
monitor the school. All of these school security measure variables had a nonsignificant 
correlation with both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. However, two variables had 
interesting significant relationships with nonphysical bullying victimization. The presence of an 
adult in the hallways was correlated with a reduction in nonphysical bullying victimization for 
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males by about 29% (b = -.35 and Odds Ratio = .71 with p < .01) but it was correlated with an 
increase of nonphysical bullying victimization for females by about 44% (b = .37 and Odds Ratio 
= 1.44 with p < .05). The implementation of security cameras in the school was correlated with 
an increase of nonphysical bullying victimization by about 41% (b = .34 and Odds Ratio = 1.41 
with p < .05) but it was correlated with a decrease in nonphysical bullying victimization among 
females by about 31% (b = -.37 and Odds Ratio = .69 with p < .05). 
 The availability of ways for students to act as guardians. Some schools provide their 
students with means by which they can act as guardians or handlers against cyber and 
nonphysical bullying. I measured two variables to account for this: the use of a student code of 
conduct and the availability of anonymous reporting to students when they hear about a threat to 
school or student safety. The use of a student code of conduct was found to have a nonsignificant 
correlation with cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. The availability of anonymous 
reporting, on the other hand, had an interesting relationship with cyber bullying victimization but 
a nonsignificant correlation with nonphysical bullying victimization. Anonymous reporting had a 
nonsignificant relationship with cyber-bullying victimization for males. However, it had a 
positive correlation with cyber bullying victimization for females by about 56% (b = -.82 and 
Odds Ratio = .44 with p < .05). The availability of anonymous reporting for students has the 
ability to reduce cyber-bullying victimization for females. 
Total school rules. I merged all school rule variables into one independent variable being 
labeled “total school rules” in order to indicate the presence of established and enforced school 
rules. The variables used to indicate the presence of established and enforced school rules were 
the following: “would you agree: everyone knows the school rules,” “would you agree: the 
school rules are fair,” “would you agree: the punishment for breaking school rules is the same 
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no matter who you are” (to represent rule indiscrimination), “would you agree: the school rules 
are strictly enforced,” and “would you agree: if a school rule is broken, students know what type 
of punishment will follow” (to represent certainty of punishment/know punishment). The 
presence of established and enforced school rules decreases cyber bullying victimization by 16% 
(b = -.17 and Odds Ratio = .84). The presence of established and enforced rules also has a similar 
effect on nonphysical bullying victimization, being that it reduces nonphysical bullying 
victimization by roughly 15% (b = -.17 and Odds Ratio = .85). There were no significant 
differences for gender in the way this variable affected both cyber bullying and nonphysical 
bullying. 
Total teacher relationship. Total teacher relationship is a variable comprised of 
elements such as whether teachers treat students with respect and if teachers care about students. 
The variable teacher relationship reduces cyber-bullying victimization by about 42% (b = -.54 
and Odds Ratio = .58). However, for females, teacher relationship was found to actually increase 
cyber-bullying victimization by about 30% (b = .26, Odds Ratio = 1.30, and p < .05). To 
examine the effect on males, specifically, an analysis was performed with the descending setting 
(1 to 0), instead of the ascending setting because this variable relationship warranted an analysis 
to examine the effect of this independent variable on males specifically. The negative binomial 
regression analysis showed that teacher relationship reduces cyber-bullying victimization for 
males by about 25% (b = -.29, Odds Ratio = .75, and p < .001). This interesting relationship of 
teacher care against cyber bullying victimization having a positive effect with male cyber 
bullying victimization, that it reduces cyber bullying victimization and that it has a negative 
effect on female cyber bullying victimization, that it actually increases cyber bullying 
victimization, is unique to cyber bullying because teacher care against nonphysical bullying 
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produced expected outcomes. Teacher care reduces nonphysical bullying victimization by about 
25% (b = -.28 and Odds Ratio = .75 with p < .001) and gender difference is not significant in this 
reduction.   
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to apply routine activities theory as a main theoretical 
framework to examine cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. It was hypothesized that 
measures of exposure to motivated offenders, target attractiveness, and capable guardianship 
from routine activities theory would be predictive of bullying. Specifically, it was hypothesized 
that proximity to motivated offenders would be positively correlated with an increase in cyber 
and nonphysical bullying victimization and that the presence of measures of capable 
guardianship would reduce bullying victimization. For target attractiveness, it was hypothesized 
that certain extra-curricular activities had the potential to increase bullying victimization while 
others had the potential to reduce victimization. The extra-curricular activities hypothesized to 
increase victimization were spirit groups (as in cheerleading) and the performing arts. The extra-
curricular activities hypothesized to reduce victimization were athletics and student government. 
First, variables reflecting the exposure to motivated offenders were examined in relation 
to cyber and nonphysical bullying. Measures of the school environment were used to represent 
exposure to motivated offenders. These measures were illicit access to alcohol and nine major 
drugs, students on drugs or alcohol while at school, and gang involvement in fights/violence at 
school. The availability or access to the nine drugs as well as alcohol was correlated with a 
significant increase in both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization with gender being 
irrelevant. This variable had a greater impact on cyber-bullying victimization (34%) than on 
nonphysical bullying victimization (20%). 
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For the measures of school environment as a representation of exposure to motivated 
offenders, the variable of students being on drugs or alcohol while at school had the greatest 
impact on cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. This variable was correlated with an 
increase of over 5 times for cyber-bullying and an increase of about 2.5 times for nonphysical 
bullying victimization. Gender did not play a significant role in influencing the relationships 
between this independent variable and these dependent variables. 
The variable of gang involvement in fights/violence at school had similar, positive 
relationships to both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. This variable was correlated 
with an increase in cyber-bullying victimization by about 2 times and an increase in nonphysical 
bullying victimization by about 1.8 times. For these relationships, gender did not play a 
significant role. 
It is clear that the school environment as a way of exposing targets to motivated offenders 
is significant in correlation with cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. Due to these 
findings, I suggest that schools should increase efforts to make their schools safer by reducing 
violence, drugs, and alcohol as a way to reduce bullying. Special attention should be paid to the 
presence of students that are either on alcohol or drugs while at school. That variable had a 
powerful, positive relationship with bullying victimization. Future research should delve further 
into this relationship to examine why students being on drugs or alcohol while at school has such 
a strong impact on bullying victimization and possible ways of rectifying the issue. 
These findings on the rate of motivated offenders within schools and their impact on 
bullying victimization, along with Bastiaensens et al.’s (2013)’s aforementioned findings, point 
to anti-bullying programs that focus on bystander influence. Specifically, the KiVa (meaning 
against bullying) program, which is a school-based program and the Gentle Warrior program are 
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viable programs based on findings from this current study. The finding that the availability of 
anonymous reporting for students to act as guardians suggests that improving bystander effort, 
self-efficacy, and empathy would be beneficial in reducing bullying victimization. The KiVa 
program implements evidence-based methods for improving bystander self-efficacy, empathy, 
and effort to protect their peers being victimized. The KiVa program proves to be effective at 
reducing bullying victimization by focusing on the peer group as a whole to increase helpful 
bystander involvement to stop bullying. However, Garandeau, Lee, and Salmivalli (2014) found 
that the KiVa was less successful at reducing bullying when the bully had greater popularity than 
it was when the bully was less popular. The Gentle Warrior program is a martial arts-based anti-
bullying program for elementary-aged youth. It teaches youth self-control, empathy, and 
peaceful strategies to resolve issues. For the Gentle Warrior program, there were no significant 
findings for girls. However, males in grades k-8, who participated more reported a greater rate of 
helpful bystanding in situations of witnessing bullying than males with less participation in the 
program (Twemlow, Biggs, Nelson, Vernberg, Fonagay, and Twemlow, 2008). 
For target attractiveness, the correlation between extra-curricular activities and both 
cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization were examined. The extra-curricular activities that 
were assessed against cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization were spirit groups, 
performing arts, athletic clubs, and student government. Involvement in athletics and student 
government had nonsignificant relationships with both cyber and nonphysical bullying 
victimization. Involvement in performing arts is correlated with a significant increase in both 
forms of bullying victimization for males. For males, nonphysical-bullying victimization was 
influenced more by this independent variable (94% increase) than cyber-bullying victimization 
(69% increase). However, it is correlated with a reduction in both forms of bullying victimization 
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for females. This is an interesting finding because other findings indicate that females have a 
greater propensity for experiencing bullying victimization than males, yet, in this relationship, 
the performing arts is correlated with a reduction in bullying victimization while it is correlated 
with an increase for males. Future research should look into why this activity places male 
students at a greater risk for bullying victimization and the ways that this activity reduces 
bullying victimization for females. Future research should be concerned with making 
participation in the performing arts safer by increasing the likelihood of the youth to act as 
guardians and against bullying, in regard to bullying victimization for males, and be concerned 
with extracting the characteristics of this activity that have the ability to safeguard against female 
victimization as a way to promote those characteristics in other activities in the daily lives of 
female students. 
The next tenet of routine activities theory examined was capable guardianship. For 
capable guardianship, variables of school rules, teacher-student relationship quality, formal and 
informal guardianship, security measures, and the availability for students to act as guardians 
were analyzed against both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. The presence of 
established and enforced school rules significantly decreases both cyber and nonphysical 
bullying victimization, with gender not having an influence on the relationship. This means that 
schools must ensure that they have fair rules that are enforced in a nondiscriminatory manner in 
order to provide consistency and certainty to achieve guardianship through the use of rules and 
regulations at the school. 
Next, teacher-student relationship was measured as a variable based on whether teachers 
respected or cared about students. This was done to examine the influence teachers had on both 
cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. Teacher relationship, for nonphysical bullying had 
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an expected (negative) relationship. Teacher relationship was found to significantly reduce 
nonphysical bullying victimization for both males and females. 
For cyber-bullying, however, an interesting relationship was discovered through the 
negative binomial regression analysis. Gender significantly influenced the relationship between 
teacher relationship and cyber-bullying victimization causing immense differences. Teacher 
relationship was found to have an expected (negative) relationship with cyber-bullying 
victimization for males, in that it was correlated with a significant reduction. For females, 
though, teacher relationship had a positive relationship with cyber-bullying victimization 
meaning that future research needs to examine this relationship to determine if there are ways to 
improve the relationships so that they do reduce bullying victimization. Teacher relationship was 
significantly correlated with an increase in cyber-bullying victimization for females. This finding 
may parallel and help be explained by Navarro and Jasinski’s (2013) finding that girls are simply 
at a greater risk of cyber-bullying victimization than boys based on their online activities. These 
findings suggest that schools and teachers need to take a gendered approach in the way they 
build relationships between teachers and students. Further research should look into why teacher 
relationship increases female cyber-bullying victimization. This phenomenon needs to be studied 
in order to construct means to facilitate and establish relationships between teachers and female 
students that effectively reduce cyber-bullying victimization as it does for male students. 
There were two security measure variables that produced similar results as the variable of 
teacher relationship, but for nonphysical bullying. The presence of adults in the hallways and 
security cameras in the schools had significant relationships with nonphysical bullying 
victimization but the direction of these relationships were significantly influenced by gender. 
The presence of adults in the hallways significantly reduced nonphysical bullying victimization 
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for males; yet, it was significantly correlated with an increase in nonphysical bullying 
victimization for females. The opposite was observed for cameras in the schools. The variable of 
cameras in the schools was significantly correlated with an increase in nonphysical bullying 
victimization for males but a significant decrease for females. All other security measures 
examined: the implementation of metal detectors, including wands, the requirement of visitors to 
sign-in, the requirement of students to wear badges or picture identification, and the 
implementation of one or more security cameras to monitor the school had a nonsignificant 
correlation with both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. Formal guardianship, the 
presence of a security guard or a police officer assigned to the school had a nonsignificant 
relationship with both cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. The result of a 
nonsignificant relationship indicates that the independent variables measured to produce the 
nonsignificant relationships do not influence cyber and nonphysical bullying victimization. 
Another measure of capable guardianship was that of the availability for students to act as 
guardians or handlers. The variables used for this were the use of a student code of conduct and 
the availability of anonymous reporting to students when they hear about a threat to school or 
student safety. The student code of conduct had a nonsignificant relationship with both forms of 
bullying victimization. The availability of anonymous reporting had a nonsignificant relationship 
with nonphysical bullying victimization. For cyber-bullying victimization, the availability of 
anonymous reporting had a nonsignificant relationship for males but it was correlated with a 
significant reduction in cyber-bullying victimization for females. This finding suggests that the 
availability of anonymous reporting for students may hold the key to reducing cyber-bullying 
victimization for females. This is an important finding because based on this study; females 
appear to have a greater overall tendency for experiencing cyber-bullying victimization than 
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males. Further research should examine the influence of anonymous reporting on cyber-bullying 
victimization in order to indicate what works from anonymous reporting so that the effective 
implementation and utilization of this capable guardianship is increased. 
Limitations 
Limitations of this study were that this was a secondary analysis so the researcher could 
not come up with specific questions to ask, instead, the researcher had to rely on the existing 
questions. The researcher could not directly assess the community/neighborhoods in which the 
participants are from in order to gather more data on exposure to motivated offenders outside of 
the school. Another limitation was that there were a low number of participants, causing 
significance issues, involved in some extra-curricular activities that would have been valuable to 
this study. 
This research is also limited by being a secondary data analysis by making it so that the 
researcher could not examine the tenet of exposure to motivated offenders from Lifestyle-
Routine Activities Theory. 
Conclusion 
This study found that routine activities theory can be applied to both cyber and 
nonphysical bullying victimization in order to better understand and prevent bullying 
victimization. Measures, such as proximity to motivated offenders, measures of target suitability, 
as in some extra-curricular activities, and some measures of capable guardianship were all 
predictors of both forms of bullying victimization. It was interesting to see that cyber and 
nonphysical-bullying victimization followed similar patterns as dependent variables in 
correlation with the independent variables as certain measures of routine activities theory. 
Findings from this research can be used to construct effective preventive measures against 
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bullying victimization by considering the ways the elements of routine activities theory 
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N Valid 4953 4959 4962 4963 4962 4963 4962 325 
Missing 4599 4593 4590 4589 4590 4589 4590 9227 
Mean .0279 .0091 .0093 .0212 .0316 .0153 .0093 1.4308 
Std. Error of Mean .00234 .00135 .00136 .00204 .00249 .00174 .00136 .04462 
Median .0279a .0091a .0093a .0212a .0316a .0153a .0093a 1.3077a 
Mode .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.00 
Std. Deviation .16459 .09484 .09585 .14392 .17506 .12281 .09585 .80449 
Variance .027 .009 .009 .021 .031 .015 .009 .647 
Skewness 5.739 10.357 10.244 6.657 5.353 7.897 10.244 1.855 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 .035 .035 .035 .035 .035 .035 .135 
Kurtosis 30.952 105.317 102.984 42.332 26.666 60.380 102.984 2.507 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .070 .070 .070 .070 .070 .070 .070 .270 
Range 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.00 
Minimum .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 1.00 
Maximum 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 4.00 
Sum 138.00 45.00 46.00 105.00 157.00 76.00 46.00 465.00 






Standardized Items N of Items 





 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 








Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Hurtful Informtion Online  .0950 .195 .472 . .628 
Private Info  .1140 .248 .363 . .661 
Email Threat .1138 .242 .428 . .648 
Chat Threat .1019 .203 .520 . .611 
Text Threat .0914 .181 .535 . .605 
Online Game Insult .1077 .255 .173 . .704 
Online Communication 
Excusion 






Standardized Items N of Items 












Correlation Hurtful Informtion 
Online  
1.000 .363 .294 .360 .370 .201 
Private Info  .363 1.000 .195 .196 .266 .215 
Email Threat .294 .195 1.000 .431 .348 .124 
Chat Threat .360 .196 .431 1.000 .506 .162 








Total Variance Explained 
Component Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
dimension0 
1 2.467 41.120 41.120 2.467 41.120 41.120 
2 .991 16.514 57.634    
3 .819 13.649 71.283    
4 .656 10.928 82.211    
5 .597 9.949 92.160    
6 .470 7.840 100.000    










Hurtful Informtion Online  .691 
Private Info  .552 
Email Threat .640 
Chat Threat .735 
Text Threat .744 
Online Communication Excusion .424 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 









N Valid 4950 
Missing 4602 
Mean .1077 
Std. Error of Mean .00717 
Median .0611a 
Mode .00 
Std. Deviation .50450 
Variance .255 
Skewness 5.951 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 
Kurtosis 41.097 









 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 4656 48.7 94.1 94.1 
1.00 158 1.7 3.2 97.3 
2.00 70 .7 1.4 98.7 
3.00 40 .4 .8 99.5 
4.00 17 .2 .3 99.8 
5.00 7 .1 .1 100.0 
6.00 2 .0 .0 100.0 
Total 4950 51.8 100.0  
Missing System 4602 48.2   







Physical Bullying Victimization 
 





Physical_Bullying_V=New_VS90 + New_VS91 + New_VS92 
+ New_VS93 + New_VS94 + New_VS95 + New_VS96 
N Valid 312 
Missing 9240 
Mean .2244 
Std. Error of Mean .02534 
Median .2143a 
Mode .00 
Std. Deviation .44755 
Variance .200 
Skewness 1.753 
Std. Error of Skewness .138 
Kurtosis 2.104 











Nonphysical Bullying Victimization 
 
NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
 
   
Statistics 
NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + 
New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
N Valid 4958 
Missing 4594 
Mean .3951 
Std. Error of Mean .01297 
Median .2339a 
Mode .00 
Std. Deviation .91311 
Variance .834 
Skewness 2.682 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 
Kurtosis 7.377 





a. Calculated from grouped data. 
 
 
NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 3925 41.1 79.2 79.2 
1.00 491 5.1 9.9 89.1 
2.00 285 3.0 5.7 94.8 
3.00 163 1.7 3.3 98.1 
4.00 65 .7 1.3 99.4 
5.00 25 .3 .5 99.9 
6.00 4 .0 .1 100.0 
Total 4958 51.9 100.0  
Missing System 4594 48.1   






Appendix C: Independent Variables 
 
Proximity to Motivated Offenders 
 
Availability of Drugs and Alcohol 
Statistics 
Alcohol_9_Drugs=New_VS58 + New_VS59 + New_VS60 + 
New_VS61 + New_VS62 + New_VS63 + New_VS64 + 
New_VS65 + New_VS66 + New_VS67 
N Valid 2756 
Missing 6796 
Mean .6887 
Std. Error of Mean .03271 
Median .0000 
Mode .00 
Std. Deviation 1.71731 
Variance 2.949 
Skewness 3.353 
Std. Error of Skewness .047 
Kurtosis 12.120 









Alcohol_9_Drugs=New_VS58 + New_VS59 + New_VS60 + New_VS61 + New_VS62 + New_VS63 + 
New_VS64 + New_VS65 + New_VS66 + New_VS67 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 2111 22.1 76.6 76.6 
1.00 235 2.5 8.5 85.1 
2.00 152 1.6 5.5 90.6 
3.00 85 .9 3.1 93.7 
4.00 41 .4 1.5 95.2 
5.00 40 .4 1.5 96.7 
6.00 23 .2 .8 97.5 
7.00 13 .1 .5 98.0 
8.00 17 .2 .6 98.6 
9.00 15 .2 .5 99.1 
10.00 24 .3 .9 100.0 
Total 2756 28.9 100.0  
Missing System 6796 71.1   





Students on Drugs or Alcohol While at School 
 
Statistics 
Drugs or Alcohol 
N Valid 4933 
Missing 4619 
Mean .2992 
Std. Error of Mean .00652 
Median .0000 
Mode .00 
Std. Deviation .45796 
Variance .210 
Skewness .877 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 
Kurtosis -1.231 







Drugs or Alcohol 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 3457 36.2 70.1 70.1 
1.00 1476 15.5 29.9 100.0 
Total 4933 51.6 100.0  
Missing System 4619 48.4   








Actually Seen Students with Guns at School & Gangs Involved in Fights/Violence at School 
 
Statistics 
 Actually Seen Guns Gang Fight 
N Valid 166 886 
Missing 9386 8666 
Mean .2410 .4695 
Std. Error of Mean .03329 .01678 
Median .0000 .0000 
Mode .00 .00 
Std. Deviation .42896 .49935 
Variance .184 .249 
Skewness 1.222 .122 
Std. Error of Skewness .188 .082 
Kurtosis -.512 -1.990 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .375 .164 
Range 1.00 1.00 
Minimum .00 .00 
Maximum 1.00 1.00 
Sum 40.00 416.00 
 
 
Actually Seen Guns 
 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 126 1.3 75.9 75.9 
1.00 40 .4 24.1 100.0 
Total 166 1.7 100.0  
Missing System 9386 98.3   






 Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent 
Valid .00 470 4.9 53.0 53.0 
1.00 416 4.4 47.0 100.0 
Total 886 9.3 100.0  
Missing System 8666 90.7   












N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 







4981 1.00 .00 1.00 .3881 .00691 .48736 .238 .459 .035 -1.790 .069 
Valid N 
(listwise) 






N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 









4975 1.00 .00 1.00 .0633 .00345 .24356 .059 3.587 .035 10.873 .069 
Valid N 
(listwise) 
4975            
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Extra-Curricular Activities: Involvement in Spirit Groups 
 




N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 





Arts 4979 1.00 .00 1.00 .2790 .00636 .44854 .201 .986 .035 -1.028 .069 
Valid N 
(listwise) 











Standardized Items N of Items 




N Range Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Variance Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 





Spirit Groups 4978 1.00 .00 1.00 .0882 .00402 .28360 .080 2.905 .035 6.444 .069 
Valid N 
(listwise) 









Knows School Rules .402 .681 
School Rule: Fairness .405 .710 
School Rule: Non Discrimination .541 .795 
School Rule: Strict Enforcement .470 .755 
School Rule: Certainty of 
Punishment 
.444 .729 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 








N Valid 4930 
Missing 4622 
Mean 16.0043 
Std. Error of Mean .03227 
Median 15.0000 
Mode 15.00 
Std. Deviation 2.26554 
Variance 5.133 
Skewness .154 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 
Kurtosis -.237 






Total_school_rules=New_VS48 + New_VS49 + New_VS50 + New_VS51 + New_VS52 
 
Goodness of Fitb 
 Value df Value/df 
Deviance 2242.864 4900 .458 
Scaled Deviance 2242.864 4900  
Pearson Chi-Square 9705.439 4900 1.981 
Scaled Pearson Chi-Square 9705.439 4900  
Log Likelihooda -1629.058   
Akaike's Information Criterion (AIC) 3266.116   
Finite Sample Corrected AIC (AICC) 3266.124   
Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) 3292.107   










Standardized Items N of Items 
.818 .819 2 
 
 






Teacher: respect students 1.000 .694 
Teacher: Care students .694 1.000 
 
 





N Valid 4969 
Missing 4583 
Mean 6.6198 
Std. Error of Mean .01474 
Median 6.0000 
Mode 6.00 
Std. Deviation 1.03898 
Variance 1.079 
Skewness -.079 
Std. Error of Skewness .035 
Kurtosis -.146 








Appendix D: Inferential Statistics: Negative Binomial Regression 
 
Exposure to Motivated Offenders vs. Cyber and Nonphysical Bullying Victimization 
 










































Interval for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 
Wald Chi-
Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -3.353 .1458 -3.638 -3.067 528.419 1 .000 .035 .026 .047 
[New_V3018=.00] 1.062 .1741 .720 1.403 37.194 1 .000 2.891 2.055 4.067 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
Alcohol_9_Drugs .291 .0401 .213 .370 52.719 1 .000 1.338 1.237 1.448 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
Alcohol_9_Drugs 
.032 .0484 -.063 .127 .434 1 .510 1.032 .939 1.135 
[New_V3018=1.00] 
* Alcohol_9_Drugs 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + 
New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, Alcohol_9_Drugs, New_V3018 * Alcohol_9_Drugs 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 






















Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -1.378 .0617 -1.499 -1.257 498.050 1 .000 .252 .223 .285 
[New_V3018=.00] .348 .0846 .182 .514 16.948 1 .000 1.417 1.200 1.672 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
Alcohol_9_Drugs .184 .0258 .133 .234 50.557 1 .000 1.201 1.142 1.264 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
Alcohol_9_Drugs 
.002 .0344 -.066 .069 .003 1 .956 1.002 .936 1.072 
[New_V3018=1.00] 
* Alcohol_9_Drugs 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 
+ New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, Alcohol_9_Drugs, New_V3018 * Alcohol_9_Drugs 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 





















































Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -3.677 .1493 -3.969 -3.384 606.538 1 .000 .025 .019 .034 
[New_V3018=.00] 1.154 .1749 .811 1.496 43.491 1 .000 3.170 2.250 4.466 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS69 1.662 .1853 1.299 2.025 80.419 1 .000 5.270 3.665 7.577 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS69 
-.218 .2187 -.646 .211 .993 1 .319 .804 .524 1.235 
[New_V3018=1.00] 
* New_VS69 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + 
New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS69, New_V3018 * New_VS69 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
c. Fixed at the displayed value. 


















Interval for Exp(B) 
Lower Upper 
Wald Chi-
Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.420 
.0531 -1.524 -1.316 714.929 1 .000 .242 .218 .268 
[New_V3018=.00] .202 .0743 .057 .348   1 .006 1.224 1.058 1.416 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS69 .923 .0811 .764 1.082 129.415 1 .000 2.516 2.146 2.950 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS69 
.032 .1108 -.185 .249 .082 1 .775 1.032 .831 1.282 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS69 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + 
New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS69, New_V3018 * New_VS69 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 











95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
2.573 
.2380 -3.040 -2.107 116.870 1 .000 .076 .048 .122 
[New_V3018=.00] .585 .3075 -.018 1.188 3.621 1 .057 1.795 .983 3.280 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS134 .713 .3028 .120 1.306 5.545 1 .019 2.040 1.127 3.693 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS134 
.444 .3819 -.305 1.193 1.351 1 .245 1.559 .737 3.296 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS134 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS134, New_V3018 * New_VS134 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 













95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.067 
.1250 -1.312 -.822 72.865 1 .000 .344 .269 .440 
[New_V3018=.00] .022 .1822 -.335 .379 .014 1 .905 1.022 .715 1.461 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS134 .596 .1669 .269 .923 12.766 1 .000 1.815 1.309 2.517 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS134 
.459 .2349 -.002 .919 3.815 1 .051 1.582 .998 2.508 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS134 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS134, New_V3018 * New_VS134 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 




Target Suitability vs. Cyber and Nonphysical Bullying Victimization 
 







95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
2.923 
.0893 -3.099 -2.748 1070.633 1 .000 .054 .045 .064 
[New_V3018=.00] 1.077 .1075 .866 1.288 100.403 1 .000 2.936 2.379 3.625 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS30 .678 .3617 -.031 1.387 3.513 1 .061 1.970 .970 4.003 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS30 
-.467 .3899 -1.231 .297 1.437 1 .231 .627 .292 1.346 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS30 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS30, New_V3018 * New_VS30 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 











95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.075 
.0400 -1.153 -.997 722.695 1 .000 .341 .316 .369 
[New_V3018=.00] .269 .0563 .159 .380 22.866 1 .000 1.309 1.172 1.462 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS30 .358 .1947 -.024 .739 3.376 1 .066 1.430 .976 2.094 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS30 
-.341 .2205 -.773 .091 2.393 1 .122 .711 .462 1.095 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS30 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS30, New_V3018 * New_VS30 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 










95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
3.048 
.1061 -3.256 -2.840 824.914 1 .000 .047 .039 .058 
[New_V3018=.00] 1.225 .1255 .979 1.471 95.338 1 .000 3.405 2.663 4.355 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS31 .553 .1839 .192 .913 9.038 1 .003 1.738 1.212 2.492 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS31 
-.523 .2170 -.948 -.098 5.812 1 .016 .593 .387 .907 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS31 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS31, New_V3018 * New_VS31 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 












95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.823 
.0670 -1.954 -1.692 740.856 1 .000 .162 .142 .184 
[New_V3018=1.00] -
1.225 
.1255 -1.471 -.979 95.338 1 .000 .294 .230 .376 
[New_V3018=.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS31 .030 .1151 -.196 .255 .067 1 .796 1.030 .822 1.291 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS31 
.523 .2170 .098 .948 5.812 1 .016 1.687 1.103 2.581 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS31 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS31, New_V3018 * New_VS31 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 













95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.257 
.0480 -1.351 -1.163 686.201 1 .000 .285 .259 .313 
[New_V3018=.00] .301 .0674 .169 .433 19.974 1 .000 1.351 1.184 1.542 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS31 .665 .0844 .499 .830 62.046 1 .000 1.944 1.648 2.294 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS31 
-.263 .1131 -.485 -.041 5.412 1 .020 .769 .616 .959 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS31 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS31, New_V3018 * New_VS31 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
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95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
3.101 
.3408 -3.769 -2.433 82.824 1 .000 .045 .023 .088 
[New_V3018=.00] 1.784 .3725 1.054 2.514 22.940 1 .000 5.954 2.869 12.357 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS45 .280 .3534 -.412 .973 .628 1 .428 1.323 .662 2.645 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS45 
-.818 .3891 -1.580 -.055 4.417 1 .036 .441 .206 .946 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS45 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: Cyberbullying_V=New_VS97 + New_VS156 + New_VS98 + New_VS99 + New_VS100 + New_VS102 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS45, New_V3018 * New_VS45 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 












95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
.747 
.1220 -.986 -.508 37.508 1 .000 .474 .373 .602 
[New_V3018=.00] -
.067 
.1763 -.413 .278 .146 1 .702 .935 .662 1.321 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS37 -
.348 
.1289 -.601 -.096 7.304 1 .007 .706 .548 .909 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS37 
.365 .1852 .002 .728 3.888 1 .049 1.441 1.002 2.072 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS37 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS37, New_V3018 * New_VS37 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 













95% Wald Confidence 
Interval Hypothesis Test 
Exp(B) 




Square df Sig. Lower Upper 
(Intercept) -
1.318 
.1259 -1.565 -1.072 109.705 1 .000 .268 .209 .342 
[New_V3018=.00] .574 .1700 .240 .907 11.384 1 .001 1.775 1.272 2.476 
[New_V3018=1.00] 0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
New_VS43 .341 .1332 .079 .602 6.537 1 .011 1.406 1.083 1.825 
[New_V3018=.00] * 
New_VS43 
-.373 .1803 -.727 -.020 4.291 1 .038 .688 .483 .980 
[New_V3018=1.00] * 
New_VS43 
0a . . . . . . 1 . . 
(Scale) 1b          
(Negative binomial) 1          
Dependent Variable: NonPhysical_Bullying_V=New_VS73 + New_VS74 + New_VS75 + New_VS77 + New_VS78 + New_VS79 
Model: (Intercept), New_V3018, New_VS43, New_V3018 * New_VS43 
a. Set to zero because this parameter is redundant. 
b. Fixed at the displayed value. 
 
